Hill 581 men and women has been instrumental in furthering the notion that both marital status and presence-of-children are valid proxies for such factors as labor force attachment, work history, and training. Since the measures of labor market qualifications have been grossly incomplete, the extent to which marital status and children variables are valid proxies could not be ascertained. However, a recent data set does permit investigation of this topic. The ninth wave of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics was specifically designed to develop measures of labor force attachment, work history, and on-the-job training for both working household heads and working wives. And these measures were intended for use in wage analyses, along with or in some cases as substitutes for standard personal characteristics' predictors. This paper will employ the Panel Study data to investigate the validity of using marital status and children variables as proxies for individual differences in labor force attachment, work history, and training. It will do so by examining changes in the wage effects of marital status and number-ofchildren resulting from refinements in controls for labor market qualifications.
II. EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS
In response to data deficiencies in past studies of male/female wage differentials, the ninth wave of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics was specifically designed to construct more complete measures of worker qualifications for both male and female workers. In 1976, questionnaires were administered to both household heads and some 3,500 wives in the Panel Study's national, representative sample of almost 6,000 families. The present analysis focuses on the 5,212 household heads and wives aged 18-64 and employed in 1976 who worked at least 500 hours in 1975.6 Of this total, 2,250 were white men, 895 were black men, 1,326 were white women, and 741 were black women.7 Since the sample is confined to household heads and wives, some caution should be applied in comparing the results of the present analysis to earlier studies of wage effects of family characteristics.8 6 The sample also excludes individuals for which the following work history information was not ascertained: years with present employer, years in present position, and length of most recent period of work interruption. 7 The two categories of women comprising the subsamples in the analysis include both female heads and wives. (Husbands are arbitrarily defined as heads in married couples.) And "white" actually refers to nonblacks. 8 The restriction of the sample to household heads (which include individuals living alone and are the husbands in the case of married couples) and wives presents some problems of comparability to the other studies cited. There may be some selection bias involved since the present analysis excludes some "extra earners," who for the most part are sons,
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The data collected in the PSID survey allow the construction of conventional wage predictors such as formal education, whether South, city size, ageeducation -6, work hours, health, marital status, and numberof-children. But they also allow more refined measures of work experience, training, and labor force attachment. These refined measures include:9
Work experience, including training: Proportion of total working years that were full time, Years out of labor force since completing school, Whether have had many different kinds of jobs, Years of work experience before present employer, Years with current employer prior to current position, Years of training completed on current job, and Years of posttraining tenure on current job. Laborforce attachment: 1. Absenteeism-Hours of work missed due to illness of others in 1975, and Hours of work missed for own illness in 1975; 2.
Restricted job location or work hours-Whether limited job hours or location; 3. Restricted work horizon-If plans to stop work for nontraining reasons.
In the work reported below, wage effects of marital status and numberof-children are analyzed through wage regressions with progressively refined measures of worker qualifications. All of the regressions are run separately for the four race/sex subgroups of workers-white men, black men, white women, and black women. And the final set of wage regressions contains as predictors all of the refined measures just listed (with a term daughters, or siblings of the household head who would have been included in the other studies. The 1970 Census figures indicate that among the employed persons age 20-64 in 1970 and not living in group quarters: 82 percent of the males were married and 99 percent of them were household heads; 7 percent of the males were widowed, divorced, or separated, and 69 percent of them were household heads; 11 percent of the males were single and 34 percent of them were household heads; 64 percent of the females were married and 99 percent of them were wives of the household head; 20 percent of the females were widowed, divorced, or separated and 80 percent of them were household heads; 15 percent of the females were single and 36 percent of them were household heads. Since "extra earners" are not maintaining separate households, it is more likely that their wages, if different, are lower rather than higher than comparable household heads and wives. If this is so, then restricting the sample to household heads and wives would tend to place a downward bias on the observed wage effects of marriage.
Although selection bias may be a problem with the present analysis due to the exclusion of the "extra earners," it should be pointed out that inclusion of the "extra earners" in the studies cited may have increased their measurement errors. Most of these studies relied on data from the Census, which questions household heads about the other household members. Consequently, the data obtained for individuals other than the household head is from a secondary source rather than the primary source. 9 Note that occupation is excluded from this list as well as the list of crude wage predictors.
Arguments can be made for both including it and excluding it in wage regressions. Here it has been excluded since the purpose of this paper is to uncover effects of family responsibilities independent of indirect effects operating through years of work experience, amount of on-the-job training, and clear measures of the degree of attachment to the workforce. Table 1 presents mean wages by marital status for the four race/sex subgroups. This table shows substantial differences in mean wages according to marital status for men and inconsequential differences for women. Among white men, those who are married or were married in the past average hourly wages of $1.75 to $2.00 greater than those who are single, depending on whether the arithmetic mean or geometric mean is used as a measure of average wages. Among black men, the largest difference in mean wages is between those who are presently married and those who are not, with the difference in mean wages being about 85 cents. Among women, differences in mean wages with respect to marital status are less than 40 cents. Table 2 
provides further background information. It presents the mean values of several worker characteristics for both white and black men and women by marital status.
The patterns in this table tend to conform to conventional notions of marital-specific differences in worker characteristics for men and women. As these figures show, relative to married men, married women averaged considerably more years out of the labor force since completing school, worked fewer hours and missed more work due to illness of others in 1975, 10 The measure of number of children is used instead of number of children ever born (Oaxaca's [5] measure) because number of children ever born was ascertained only for wives and not for male or female household heads. 11 Wage regressions were also run using the respondent's reported hourly wage as the dependent variable. Results are presented for the calculated wage rather than the reported wage in part because assignment of values on reported wage introduced two major sources of measurement error. The reported wage for workers who were neither salaried nor paid by the hour was a marginal wage rate measure rather than an average wage rate measure. And codes on reported wages lumped all wages greater than $9.97 into the same category; thus workers with wages greater than $9.97 were assigned the calculated wage as their measure of reported wage. (Such assignments were much more common among white men than among the other subgroups.) Wage analysis parallel to that reported in Table 3 was performed with reported wage as the dependent variable. That analysis yielded the same patterns of wage effects of marital status and number of children as those with the calculated wage as the dependent variable, but the wage effects were somewhat smaller in absolute size. and averaged lower proportions of working years in full-time jobs. Also, a larger proportion of married women than married men limited job hours or location, and the average number of years of on-the-job training for the current job were much higher for the married men than for the married women. On the other hand, characteristics of single working men and women of the same race were remarkably similar. The patterns in this table also tend to conform to conventional ideas concerning the effects of marriage on female labor force attachment. They indicate that ageeducation -6 does, indeed, tend to overestimate the work experience of ever-married women because such women spent more years out of the labor force after completing schooling than did single women. And ever-married women, particularly those who were currently married, demonstrated weaker attachment to the labor force through other characteristics than did single women. Controlling for race, married women averaged greater absenteeism, were more likely to limit job hours or location, and more frequently planned to stop work for nontraining reasons.
More central to the topic of this paper, Table 3 presents the wage effects of marital status and number of children as controls for worker qualifications are progressively refined.
As indicated by the table, Regression 1 employs crude measures of work experience frequently used in the literature; Regression 2 adds controls for hours worked and health; Regression 3 substitutes refined measures of work history for the Ageeducation -6 variables; and Regression 4 adds further controls for labor force attachment (see Appendex Table 1 for a complete list of coefficients for Regression 4). 12
The results presented in Table 3 suggest that the number-of-children variable is a valid proxy for lessened work experience, labor market 12 Other specifications of marital status and children were tested. Number-of-children was decomposed by age of children-number ages 1-2, number ages 3-5, number ages 6-13, and number ages 14-17. In general the pattern of wage effects of number-of-children specified in this manner was quite similar to the effects evidenced in Table 3 . Interestingly, the significant effects were most concentrated in higher age groups-ages 6-13 and 14-17-with one exception. Among black men there was a siginificant (at the .01 level) negative wage effect of number-of-children aged 3-5 which was quite stable regardless of the degree of refinement of controls for worker qualifications.
A "pattern variable" specification of family responsibilities was also tried. The "pattern variable" specification included in the regression dummy variables for married with children; married without children; widowed, separated, or divorced with children; widowed, separated, or divorced without children; and single with children. Single without children, representing the lowest level of family responsibilities for all four subgroups, was the omitted category. This "pattern variable" specification of marital status and presenceof-children was substituted for marital status and number-of-children in the Regression 4 specification. The results were quite comparable to those of Regression 4 except that they indicated that among both white men and black women who are widowed, divorced, or separated, presence-of-children had no significant effect on wages. 
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investment, and labor force attachment among white women. The large negative wage effects of number-of-children for white women (Regressions 1 and 2) are reduced to insignificance once refined controls for work history are implemented (Regression 3). Added controls for labor market attachment have a very small influence on the wage effects of number-of-children for this subgroup of workers (Regression 4 compared to Regression 3).
Apparently among white women, those with children have less work experience and on-the-job training, and, without adequately controlling for this, a variable measuring number-of-children will pick up the consequent negative effect on wages.
The number-of-children variable also picks up some associated detrimental aspects of the work history of black women and white men. Among both of these subgroups of workers, insignificant positive effects of children (Regressions 1 and 2) become large and significant once refined controls for work experience and training are introduced (Regression 3). As with the white women (and black men as well), added controls for labor market attachment have a very small influence on the wage effects of number-ofchildren (Regression 4 compared to Regression 3).
The present findings with respect to sex-specific wage effects of marital status are consistent with those in the literature but do not lend themselves to the same interpretation. Marital status does not appear to act as a proxy for differential work experience, on-the-job training, or labor force attachment in wage regressions. In fact, wage effects of marital status among all four sex/race subgroups of workers remain quite stable as more refined controls for worker qualifications are introduced. 1 These robust findings indicate strong positive wage effects of marriage for men and no negative wage effects of marriage for women. 
III. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Literature on wage effects of marital status and children have treated both of these measures of family responsibilities as proxies for differential labor force attachment, work history, and on-the-job training. The major basis for doing so has been the more erratic labor force participation of married women, particularly whites, with children. Since adequate measures of worker qualifications were not available until recently, the extent to which marriage and children can serve as proxies for differential labor force attachment, work history, and training has been difficult to ascertain. This paper has investigated this topic using recent data-from the ninth wave of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics--which permit such analysis. By comparing wage effects of marriage and children with standard, rather crude, controls for worker qualifications to the effects with more refined controls for worker qualificatons, the paper has attempted to isolate the extent to which marriage and children can serve as proxies for differential worker qualifications. The greater the extent to which wage effects of the family characteristics variables were reduced by the substitution of refined controls for crude ones, the greater the extent to which those variables could serve as proxies for the refined controls. This analysis has indicated that number-of-children is a good proxy variable for differential work history and labor force attachment for white women; significant negative wage effects of this variable among white women disappeared once refined controls for these worker qualification variables were introduced. The data further suggest, however, that marital the woman was working. If labor force participation decisions are influenced by a comparison of the market wage and reservation wage (the latter being determined by the productivity of housework and childcare at home), then the market wages of women who choose to work are clearly not representative of the potential market wages of all women.]
The adjustments for selection bias consisted of the addition of a predictor measuring the likelihood of the woman working to the wage regressions for white women. Values for this predictor were based on a probit analysis of the probability of a woman working. The addition of this predictor did not alter substantially the wage effects of marital status and children; neither had a significant negative effect on the wages of white women.
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status is not a proxy for such differences among any of the four major race/sex subgroups of workers. Wage effects of marital status within each of these subgroups remained remarkably stable as more refined controls for labor force attachment, work history, and on-the-job training were introduced.
The data also show that although marital status is related to work history, on-the-job training, and labor force attachment in the manner suggested by theories regarding the division of labor in the home, they indicate no evidence of detrimental wage effects of marriage among women. What the data further indicate is a strong positive wage effect of marriage among men, an effect that is independent of numerous controls for worker qualifications.
Overall the findings suggest that, controlling for numerous aspects of worker qualifications, workers with greater financial responsibilities to their familiesmarried men and both white men and black women with large numbers of childrenreceive much higher wages than their counterparts with, presumably, lesser financial responsibilities to a family. The data do not allow isolation of the actual causal mechanism generating this result. It could be productivity related. It may be that workers with greater financial responsibilities are more willing to work harder on the job and take unpleasant jobs in order to earn more. But the large positive wage effects of marriage for men persist even in the presence of numerous controls for productivity-related factors, including hours worked and whether they placed restrictions on when and where they worked. It could also be that employers engage in statistical discrimination, gauging the average productivity of workers in various family situations and setting wage levels of individuals according to these averages rather than on the basis of individual worker attributes more difficult to measure. However, again the evidence is not entirely consistent with such behavior. Although there is a signficant positive wage effect of marriage among men, there is no evidence of a detrimental wage effect of marriage among women, even though married women are, on average, less stable workers than single women. Other possibilties are that the causal mechanism is not directly productivity related. It may be that the employers' wage decisions are in part based on paternalistic attitudes which lead them to feel that workers with greater financial responsibilties to their families deserve higher wages. Or workers with greater financial responsibilities to their families may be more adamant in pushing employers for higher wages. Or causality may even run in the opposite direction, with family formation decisions being based on wage levels. 15
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In any case, strict human capital explanations of the wage effects of martial status would seem to be considerably weakened by evidence of no overriding detrimental wage effects of marriage among working women. 
